This review catalogs approaches to involving children in local
Most land use planning practices exclude children, even though there is a growing body of research that shows how and why they could and should participate; in addition, the opportunity to educate children about land use decision-making processes is not often taken advantage of in local agency land use planning. In the few cases where children are included in the planning practice, it is most often only intertwined with consideration of all residents, with no special consideration of the needs or voices of children. There are benefits of including children in planning processes: first, the personal and intellectual growth of the individual involved; second, the synergy of ideas created by organizing groups to educate themselves and to propel them to turn their ideas into action; and, third, the creation of another arena in which community development can take place (Checkoway, Pothukuchi, and Finn 1995) . Introducing children to land use decision making can educate them early on about these responsibilities and contribute significantly to development of their capabilities as citizens.
However, the input of children is not routinely viewed as a necessary component of planning processes. Reasons for the invisibility of children in land use planning include the following:
• Assumptions about who has an interest in planning • Historical conceptualizations of the child • Specific laws that regulate the use of urban space by children, particularly zoning that has compartmentalized cities so that many urban spaces are viewed as adult places • The exclusion of children from the idea of public participation (Simpson 1997, 916) There are some planners and planning scholars who have considered issues specifically related to children or have, in fact, included children in their planning practice. The movement to include children in community decision making is an amalgam of other movements, including "youth activism, public participation, children's rights, experiential education, and sustainability" (Frank 2001, 1) . However, there is no coherent approach in the literature as to where and how children have been involved in the land use planning process. Analysis of children's participation in urban planning should be subjected to more rigorous theoretical treatment, including exploration of the adequacy and appropriateness of the adopted tools (Horelli 1997) . Simpson (1997) noted that the "general absence of academic analysis has meant that there are few proposals as to how such participation by young people can be effective" (p. 907).
Children's participation in planning has been neglected in practice and as a field of study. This review provides one of the first syntheses of the field for land use planning. For a historical analysis of children's participation in planning, see Francis and Lorenzo (2002) , which describes seven realms of child participation as a continuum building on past efforts: moving from advocacy, romantic, needs, learning, rights, and institutionalization to their final approach, proactive, in which participation is a "communicative and visionary process" (p. 164). For review of the types of involvement children can have in neighborhood and community development and decision making, see Checkoway (1998) ; Ginwright and James (2002); and O'Donoghue, Kirshner, and McLaughlin (2002) .
New strategies and understanding of the child's role in land use planning are needed. How does one make sense of the available literature on children and land use planning? How and what does it mean to involve children in land use planning research and practice? In a qualitative review of mostly U.S. and select international research and publications that are indicative of land use planning activities that involve children, I identify four approaches to children's involvement in planning: scholarly, practice, educational, and rightsbased approaches. As I analyzed and developed an understanding of the literature, I identified, regrouped, and eliminated categories until I was able to fit each piece squarely into one of the remaining categories. My aim was to find the neatest, most concise categorization of the literature as it applies to land use planning. The approach categories arose from the nature of the literature itself. This review notes where borders between these approaches are porous; in particular, there is some overlap between the scholarly and educational approaches. The practice approach has such broad applications that it contains subgroupings: governmental, planning consultant, and not-for-profit.
Review of these approaches suggests future directions for children's participation in land use planning processes. For the scholarly and practice approaches described in this article, Checkoway, Pothukuchi, and Finn's (1995) notions of involving children because it is the correct action to take are sufficient justification. Review of the educational approach suggests ways to work knowledge and experience in planning into preexisting systems of educating children. Other researchers and practitioners take a more holistic approach, centering their work with children on a "children's rights"-based approach. This latter category of approach draws less from the U.S. context and more from the international context, which reflects the shift in the actual nature of this category of literature. For these researchers, children must be involved in planning processes as a means of honoring their human rights.
It should be noted that not all of the material reviewed here arose from planning literature, although the intent is to focus on land use planning. Children's participation in city planning in the past "has attempted to integrate the best principles and practices from environmental design and environmental psychology in the making of children's environments" (Francis and Lorenzo 2002, 166) . Likewise, this review contains pieces from different disciplines such as environmental psychology and social work. These and other nonplanning disciplinary pieces are included here because they meet the analysis' overriding criteria for inclusion: that they inform understanding of, or are examples of, children's participation in land use planning practice. The following analysis does not provide detail on the cited author's or research project's disciplinary background; however, understanding the linkages between the different disciplines that inform this review should be the subject of a subsequent literature review.
Scholarly (Non-Rights-Based) Approaches
Scholarly research approaches toward children and land use practice are grouped together here because of the following: they tend to lack a tight link to a practice outcome, are conducted by academic researchers in geography and planning, and do not make the rightsbased claims of the last category of this review. One of the groundbreaking works involving children in the land use planning process is Growing Up in Cities, which details the original United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)-sponsored Growing Up in Cities (GUIC) project (Lynch 1977) . In the project, researchers asked children in four different countries what they thought about the cities in which they were growing up. One of the stated purposes of the project was to correct misperceptions of planners regarding children and cities and to test techniques that local planners could use with children in their own milieu. Lynch's techniques for capturing the spatial environment of children included observation, interviewing, drawing, mapping, and photography with children, all of which the book details. While findings from the study sites are reported, the message of the book is the value of applying these techniques with children and the need for planners and other professionals to more fully engage children in their planning practice.
Chief among the examples of the scholarly approach is Moore's (1990) engagement of children in interviewing and map making. He demonstrated the importance of play in the natural physical environment as a means of instilling a sense of environmental competence in children. Other researchers have explored the use of different media such as photography, as well as other tools, such as dramatic improvisation, youth conferences, and design workshops to involve children and in exploring and rethinking and remaking their local environment (Dierkx 2003; Plester et al. 2002; Corbishley 1995; Pancer et al. 2002) . In particular, intergenerational design charrettes show promise as a means of helping children better understand their own community (Sutton and Kemp 2002) .
In another example of the scholarly approach, Talen and Coffindaffer (1999) provided a planning-oriented research effort to examine children's environmental preferences. They used an American Planning Association (APA) educational drawing tool to look at children's conceptions of neighborhood and their environmental design preferences by age and gender. They found that children preferred residential and commercial uses (which lent themselves to playful, social activity) to recreational uses such as playgrounds and parks. In addition, there were differences in preferences for land use types among different age and gender categories. The authors arrived at the overall conclusion that children prefer "land use variety and . . . places associated with activity and social interaction" (p. 330), places somewhat in contrast to the suburban sprawl in which the research participants lived. Children can generate complex, idealized visions of neighborhoods they would prefer, which the authors noted was important for "conducting future comparative research about the planning cognizance of children" (p. 331). Buss (1994) described children as "capable coresearchers who can, and should be involved in negotiations about urban space" (p. 573). She facilitated children's development of photo journals and open-ended interviews as a means of expressing their understanding of, and relation to, the built environment. Her results demonstrated that children found the built environment inextricably linked to their social milieu. Her research with urban children in Los Angeles found that from their point of view, children no longer feel safe and no longer trust places such as schools, parks, and neighborhoods where they used to be able to recreate and create their own identities. These former safe spots for social interaction have been replaced by commercialized places of recreation such as malls, which frequently show evidence of violence (graffiti) and social ills (Buss 1994) . For Buss, involving children in planning activities served to inform planners of the complex, not always predictable, perspective of children; empowered children; and helped to make the built environment safer for children and more capable of nourishing their development.
In Loukaitou-Sideris's (2003) investigation of successful common grounds for children, which she defined as "settings that are used harmoniously by children of different racial and ethnic backgrounds" (p. 131), she used varying methodologies. These included field observation, surveys, photo journals, focus groups, and in-depth interviews with children. Again, this research lacks a direct link to planning practice-it was research about children's perceptions-but LoukaitouSideris made a case for how the research is relevant to planners because it clarifies for planners that common grounds such as parks, schools, and community centers are important places for the mingling of children from different cultures and ethnicities, all of which deserves further study by academic and practicing planners.
The next several examples of the scholarly approach also overlap with the educational approach (described in a following section). For example, Halseth and Doddridge (2000) worked with children and map drawing, echoing Talen and Coffindanfer (1999) , and used the path, edges, districts, nodes, and landmarks typology laid out by Lynch (1960) . The authors demonstrated that children could represent elements of the landscape that made an impression on them to design and planning professionals, who could then work with this information in creating better environments for children. Practically, Halseth and Doddridge have used their academic-oriented findings in a University of Northern British Columbia educational outreach activity called KIDSMAP, which links the university with local elementary schools.
In the Land Use-U.K. Project of the U.K. Geographical Association, individual children and groups of schoolchildren were collectively asked to conduct ground survey samples of urban and rural area grids and to indicate their hopes and visions for the areas. The surveys were part of an attempt to note land use change and update land use histories for the United Kingdom (Robertson, Walford, and Cooper 2001; Robertson and Walford 2000) . Children in the project were "trained to observe, to interpret their experiences (often in quite unfamiliar environments) and to reflect and express their views in writing" (Robertson and Walford 2000, 240 ). Children's concerns for urban areas fell into six categories: housing developments, loss of green space, traffic issues, management of pollution and litter, recreational facilities, and aesthetics and feelings. Children's concerns for rural areas fell into the following categories: the amount of change, footpaths and access, environmental care, vegetation, and agriculture (Robertson and Walford 2000) . Further analysis of children's responses revealed pessimism about the future of the landscape. The children responded with "varying degrees of cynicism and despair about the future" (Robertson, Walford, and Cooper 2001, 210) , particularly for those landscapes located near densely populated urban areas. It is not clear how this project is linked to land use planning and policy outcomes. In general, the scholarly approach demonstrates children's abilities to communicate complex opinions about their environments but has not established a strong connection to local land use planning practice. A firmer link between academic research and land use planning practice bears exploring.
Practice Approaches
The practice approach to involving children in land use planning activities takes place in three sometimes overlapping realms: public agency, planning consultant, and not-for-profit (NFP).
Public agency. The Las Vegas Neighborhood Services Department (LVNSD) provides a good example of a public agency level-practice approach to working with youth. The LVNSD created the Youth Neighborhood Association Partnership Program (YNAPP) in order to bring children into the process of improving their neighborhoods. Groups of youths were asked to draw up proposals and compete for small amounts of money, which the youths matched with time and materials. The projects chosen by the children were largely social service oriented in nature (knapsacks for the homeless, tutoring other children), but some of the projects produced land use results, such as a community garden at a school. In awarding the 2002 award for Outstanding Planning: Special Community Initiative to YNAPP, the APA acknowledged the uniqueness of the program and the model that it serves "for cities trying to get kids involved in improving neighborhoods" (Zapler 2002, 12) . This is not agency land use planning, but it provides an example of how a city could involve children in land use planning.
Planning consultant. Some of the most innovative techniques for culling input from children and applying it to planning practice arise from the series of Australian case studies presented in Sarkissian and Walsh's (1994) Community Participation in Practice Casebook. These cases involve the work of a consulting firm, Sarkissian Associates Planners, and the local government. In some of Sarkissian's planning case studies, the consultants involved people of all ages and designed separate planning activities for children because they recognized that children have the right to have input. The consulting firm also wanted to allow adults to concentrate fully on the design process and saw a need to otherwise engage the children present. In one of the cases, children drew pictures of their ideal play environments and completed questionnaires. The authors found that "the ideal play area shown in the drawings feature [sic] water and natural elements. The elements of challenge, adventure and risk are illustrated, with emphasis on manipulation of the environment and testing personal skills" (p. 102). At the end of this process, the consultants wondered what might have been left out or what children might not have been able to say within the process they designed. This raises an important question: At what point can planners/researchers be certain that they have fully captured the nuances of children's input? Is it even possible to reach a concluding point with children's input, especially given that the very nature of childhood is continual development? Designing processes that fully envelope the interests of children remain a challenge.
Not-for-profit (NFP).
NFPs are a source of ideas for engaging children in land use planning. Race and Torma (1998, vii) of the APA suggested a technique that has long been available-the charrette-but focus it on the participation of children in fifth grade and above. A youth charrette is defined as "a process in which youth participate in activities that define issues, and find solutions to community planning and urban design problems" (p. vii). They suggested that the charrette is an ideal way to activate the citizenship of young people; empower them; provide them with a more in-depth understanding of urban, social, and civic studies; and expose them to the experience of learning by doing, especially as they "define the problem, establish goals, explore alternatives, and advocate solutions" (p. vii).
NFPs can also provide an example of real-world approaches. Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) is a nongovernmental organization (NGO) that includes programs involving youths in planning for, and learning from, open space. For example, their program allows youths to take jobs as landscapers for the City of Berkeley Parks and Recreation Department; they are also given land to plan and are responsible for community gardens. The goals of the project include job training, community involvement and empowerment, and improvement of the community's parks and green areas (Lawson and McNally 1995) .
Seattle's Youth Involvement Network (SYIN) achieved a high level of youth participation because they conducted a survey of youth values to include in the public participation component of the 1994 city of Seattle comprehensive plan. The youths "had an opportunity to collaborate with the planning department and help develop the program, prepare the records, do outreach, plan and facilitate group discussion, and prepare the final report" (Mullahey, Susskind, and Checkoway 1999, 22) . Using Hart's (1997) ladder of children's participation to gauge the effectiveness of youth participation projects, "SYIN achieved genuine, shared decision making between the adults and youth" (Mullahey, Susskind, and Checkoway 1999, 22) .
The literature in this category concerns the creation of participatory processes that involve children in agenda setting and decision making, with some nods to the rights and citizenship of children. These events take place in an isolated approach where for a particular project children may be brought into the process. "SYIN provides a comprehensive example of youth involvement, but the work is project specific" (Mullahey, Susskind, and Checkoway 1999) . With the exception of SYIN, none of the examples described above represent a local planning agency's successful attempt to involve children in a systematic and sustained way in planning practice. Nonetheless, this literature points the way toward more creative, consistent, and thoughtful involvement of children in land use planning processes.
Educational Approaches
The next approach to children and land use planning found in the literature includes developmentally appropriate ways to educate children about planning. Like the scholarly approach, the educational approach is not usually linked directly to planning practice. The educational approach does what education does bestallow children the freedom to dream big, with no fear of real damage being caused by their doings. In these approaches, children learn that there are constraints as well as great possibilities. Following are brief examples of the kinds of educational programs that teach children about land use planning issues:
• Maryland's 2001 Youth Environmental Summit gathered hundreds of high school students from around the state to encourage discussion on smart growth and to role-play as members of the planning process, such as developers, road builders, zoning board members, and community leaders (Peirce 2001 ).
• The Urban Land Institute sponsored a competition at Irvine (CA) City Hall in which high school students role-played as developers interacting with local planners (Halper 2002 ).
• University of Texas at Austin students created a "High School Adoption" program for the Tenth Street neighborhood in Dallas, Texas. Faculty and graduate students invited community groups, including a local high school, to work with them on a plan for the neighborhood. Fifteen high school students participated in a daylong educational session about planning (Vázquez-Castillo 2002).
• The nonprofit Center for Understanding the Built Environment (2002) in Prairie Village, Kansas, produced material designed to educate children about design and city planning. An example of how the curriculum has been used is provided by the Iowa chapter of the American Planning Association. They used a "box city festival" curriculum in which children and parents laid out new streets and public facilities, obtained permits, and engaged in decision making and problem solving (Beck 2001 ).
• The UrbanPlan Project (2002) at the University of California, Berkeley, Haas School of Business was an educational initiative that provided high school students with an opportunity to work through a Request for Proposals (RFP) and compete for the right to redevelop a specific area. The students formed teams, took on specific roles, role-played, and developed a specific plan.
• The KIDS Consortium project is designed to teach children in Maine to plan for the future of their community. KIDS as Planners, a publication of the KIDS Consortium, provides a curriculum for service-learning activities, such as playground design or trail building, that teach kids how to apply their academic knowledge to realworld applications. This guide also coaches teachers on how to integrate the service learning component into meeting state curriculum standards (KIDS Consortium 2001).
• The Our Town program at Carnegie Mellon University in Pittsburgh worked with twenty 8-to 9-year-olds. Suburban children worked in one group, whereas urban children worked in another. Children learned the elements of negotiating involved in constructing a miniature city out of cardboard and other easily accessible materials. Gallagher (2004) noted that suburban children did not make connections between separate land uses evident, whereas the urban group gave meaning and significance to spaces in between other uses and built a connected, inhabited city. Following this educational experience, the children worked with the Our Town researchers in advocating for and creating a community park.
With the exception of the Our Town program, which had a onetime, real-life planning outcome in the form of a new park, all the above examples involved hypothetical exercises that taught children about the land use planning process and had hypothetical outcomes. Of additional note within the context of the educational approach is the work of the American Planning Association (2002). Their Web site, "Kids and Community," introduces children to the work of a planner and provides games and other information to inspire their interest in planning. Several of the projects in this article have won awards from the APA, including the YNAPP of Las Vegas and the YouthPower Program of Holyoke, Massachusetts (discussed later). The APA has publicized these projects in Planning magazine, thus providing inspiration for this kind of work for planners and children alike (Zapler 2002; McKeggie 2000) . In addition, the APA's annual conference includes opportunities to learn about how to include children in planning (e.g., workshops, electronic town hall meetings, sessions, etc.). Finally, the APA publishes some of the books mentioned earlier in this article: Youth Participation in Community Planning (Mullahey, Susskind, and Checkoway 1999) and Youth Planning Charrettes (Race and Torma 1998) . All the examples in the educational approach attempt to educate children in developmentally appropriate ways about land use planning.
Rights-Based Approaches
The rights-based approaches to involving children in land use planning practice explore children's rights to participate in decisions that affect their lives. The 1989 United Nations General Assembly Convention on the Rights of Children (CRC) is the "most significant legal response to this view" (Simpson 1997, 911) . The CRC is central to many of the rights-based approaches to involving children in land use planning because it provides a framework by which to consider the rights of the child. It has given new emphasis to the roles of the children's voices in shaping their living environments (Bartlett 2002; Chawla 2002b) . So great has been the impact of this document that every country in the world except Sudan has signed the CRC. President Clinton signed the treaty to signal the intention of the United States to eventually hold a session on ratification. The effect of this international document is reflected in the literature, which shifts away from U.S.-based projects to more of an international context, where rights-based approaches have been more seriously considered and applied to land use planning.
There are two subcategories within the rights-based approach: (1) approaches that look at the data available on child development and draw recommendations for child-friendly planning policy and (2) approaches that "learn from children themselves how they evaluate the places where they live and how they would like to live, and then use this dialogue to bring children and adults together in participatory programmes to improve the urban environment" (Chawla 2002a, 19 ).
An example of the CRC-influenced recommendation approach is Cities for Children, which asks local officials to consider the rights of children in local governmental processes. It is a guidebook written for local authorities in developing countries, where vast numbers of people live in poverty and where there are often acute resource shortages. The book systematically details areas where local authorities in child care, schools, juvenile justice systems, community health, and housing in developing countries should involve children in decision-making processes. The CRC is used as a framework for defining obligations, goals, and strategies for meeting children's needs in urban areas (Bartlett et al. 1999, xii) . This conceptualization of children as citizens with rights to participate in decisions affecting their lives could become fundamental to how local authorities deal with children in their work. As Malone (2001) pointed out, "Global initiatives provide a framework for supporting policy development; the test for local governments is to put them into action, keeping in mind that the relationship between sustainable development and children's lives is not just about adult roles as stewards and their capacity to act on behalf of the child-it is also about recognizing the capacity for children and youth to be authentic participants in planning, development and implementation processes" (p. 8).
According to the CRC, children must be guaranteed participation in decisions that affect their lives. In Children's Participation, Hart (1997) explained how people working with children might interpret the CRC by focusing on the authentic participation of children and action research with children. His book is a wealth of information regarding techniques for the authentic participation of children in sustainable community development (although most of his examples focus on environmental education opportunities and action research in countries outside the United States). He focuses on environmental issues rather than social issues because the latter may be too hard for children to understand and work with. He advocates the action research process, in which children define the topic of study; conduct the research; search for solutions; and are involved in implementation, monitoring, and further research as needed. He draws a clear distinction between the social mobilization of children-adults deciding what the issues are and using children as a mode of communication to publicize the issues-and children's authentic participation. Authentic participation occurs when children decide what the issues are and what methods will be used to address those issues.
The ideas of the CRC and authentic participation have also been taken up by the revived GUIC project, which began in the 1970s and was reconstituted in the early 1990s by Louise Chawla and UNESCO and which also provides an example of the learning from children rights-based approach. The revived project is designed to incorporate the spirit of the CRC (Chawla 2001b) . GUIC case studies involve intense one-on-one interviewing and group work with children aged 10-15 (Chawla 2002a) . Generally, the projects are run by researchers without a direct link to a land use planning agency. GUIC seeks to understand what urbanization means in the life of children through the use of action research projects involving children. To date, there are projects in thirteen countries around the world, including the United States. The U.S. project took place in Oakland, California, and involved a university researcher working with Cambodian and Mexican immigrant children who lived in a small housing complex (Salvadori 2001) . The researchers interviewed the children, and the children also drew maps and took pictures of what they liked and did not like about their community (Cosco and Moore 2002) . Even though children were actively involved in understanding their local community at all of the GUIC sites, none of the local land use planning authorities appeared to meaningfully include the participation of children in their practices. This exclusion serves to underscore how enormous the task of meaningfully and systematically connecting children's participation and local governmental planning practice will be. Chawla's (2002a) most important longitudinal findings are that children value the same qualities about their environment across a diversity of locations and that what they value has changed little since the 1970s. Chawla develops indicators of satisfaction and alienation for children in their neighborhoods. Indicators of satisfaction include safety and freedom of movement, social integration, a variety of interesting activity settings, peer gathering places, cohesive community identity, green areas, provision of basic needs, secure tenure, and a tradition of community organizing and self-help. Indicators of alienation include uncollected trash and litter, stigma and social exclusion, racial tensions, boredom, fear of harassment and crime, heavy traffic, lack of basic services, and a sense of political powerlessness. Children need a fund of social capital, which when lacking in some of the sites in developed countries (e.g., Australia, England, and the United States) leads to higher levels of alienation. Chawla's findings point to a need to reconsider the dominant economic model of developed countries, which emphasizes a free market orientation at the expense of social networks.
Another of Chawla's (2001b Chawla's ( , 2002b key findings echoes Bartlett et al. (1999) : children's inclusion must be institutionalized. According to the rights-based approach, children must be asked what suits them, and adults should not assume they know what is best for children. The long-range question of how children's inclusion might become institutionalized within local land use planning practices and thus build the capacity for active citizenship in children is a key question asked in this article.
The most effective characteristics of children's participation in community development contain the following conditions: convergence (where already existing links and an unforced setting are provided); entry for all to participate or not; social support; seeing children as competent beings able to problem solve from goal making to producing results; and time for reflection, negotiation, evaluation, and understanding (Chawla 2001a) . These indicators provide insight into what a stronger link might look like between land use planning and children's participation. Percy-Smith and Malone (2001) described a participatory case study in Melbourne that involved youths in planning for safety and youth-oriented spaces in their neighborhood. A youth council evolved, and children felt empowered as they initiated and developed their participation with their own ideas and at their own paces. The Melbourne case study "highlights the importance of opening up an 'opportunity space' for meaningful participation to evolve and develop reflexively as an organic, relational process built on equality, dialogue and mutual respect, rather than providing a fixed mode or structure for participation" (p. 21).
As a companion to Chawla's (2002a) Growing Up in an Urbanizing World, Driskell's (2002) Creating Better Cities with Children and Youth greatly builds on the rights-based techniques for children participation discussed earlier in Hart's (1997) and Lynch's (1977) groundbreaking work and provides a handbook for how children can be involved in community development. The rationale for employing the action research participatory techniques of the GUIC project is clearly stated. Driskell (2002) provides the basis for project organizers to develop well-reasoned arguments for the participation of children and ways around the problems that can plague projects, such as a poorly thoughtout inception, unforeseen obstacles, and not involving the right groups of people from the beginning. A checklist guides the user to specific pages for aid in resolving a particular issue.
This section provides a representative overview and does not include all literature to date that applies the CRC to community development. Other researchers have begun exploring how youth conferences and technology tools such as the Internet can draw children into urban planning participatory and evaluation processes (Voakes 2003; Horelli and Kaaja 2002) . Work in Brazil has created a children's participatory council in the city of Barra Mansa (Guerra 2002) . Also in Brazil, municipalities in the state of Ceará apply for a Municipal Seal of Approval, which denotes their success in implementing the CRC (Fuentes and Niimi 2002) . Furthermore, the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) Child Friendly Cities program seeks to revamp the entire governmental structure of cities to accommodate children's rights as expressed in the CRC (Riggio 2002; Racelis and Aguiree 2002; Corsi 2002) . Applying the CRC to community development is a burgeoning field, out of which new findings and research seem to be appearing on a regular basis.
Other Approaches
Still, there are additional examples of a rights-based approach to involving children in land use planning practice. What is different about the following examples is that they do not call upon the CRC in invoking children's rights; rather, they assert the right of children to be involved in land use planning. For example, Race and Torma (1998) did not discuss the CRC, although they used the same building blocks: citizenship and participation as reasons for involving children in land use planning. Moore and Wong (1997) , in their work with children to shape a schoolyard, provided a fascinating example of a long-term research project that overlaps the scholarly, practice, and rights-based approaches. Children mapped, gardened, exercised, and learned extraordinary amounts of knowledge about their natural environment. The authors note, "Critical to the success was the children's direct participation in the planning, design, construction, and management of the Yard. They had a right to participate, and their involvement improved the quality and meaning of the eventual outcome. It was truly their space" (p. 3).
The YouthPower Project of Holyoke, Massachusetts, also does not fit into any of the approaches described above but bears discussion. Participants (ages 9-19) investigated the feasibility of various community-based planning projects before deciding to focus on a local playground and park. In concert with the local forests and parks department, they made repairs, cleaned up the park, and helped find funding for new playground equipment. This process of empowerment continued as the participants took this experience to the table by participating in the update of Holyoke's master plan and a canal walk project (McKeggie 2000) . The YouthPower Guide: How to Make Your Community Better is an outgrowth of the YouthPower Project (Urban Places Project 2000). The guide contains exercises that lead youths through activities from team building, brainstorming, and planning to implementation of community-based projects.
The YouthPower project does not fit the criteria of any of the approaches above because it is not an intervention from the academic or planning community involving children. It is a youth-initiated project, housed within a community development corporation. It calls upon resources that planners and community leaders have, which can then be used to implement the youths' plan. The project also turns the planning process around and asks the planners to respond to the community's needs rather than asking a community to respond to what planners, politicians, and developers put forth. The rights of children are not made explicit in YouthPower, although they are implicit. The importance of these efforts was recognized when the project won the Public Education Award from the American Planning Association in 2000 (McKeggie 2000) .
Challenges for Planning Practice
As noted earlier, the categories described above are not neat; there is overlap between all the approaches. For example, rights-based approaches are also sometimes scholarly approaches, as in most of the GUIC case studies. The only aspect all the approaches have in common is the interest in including children in planning. Another defining characteristic of almost all the examples in any of the categories above is that, at best, they have only a weak link to planning practice: that is, the kind of adult-oriented local agency governmental planning process engaged in by virtually every locale.
Even in the most progressive cases, where the right of the child to participate has been applied most aggressively, there is no measurement of the effectiveness or quality of participation. It is important to ask "whether the action being taken by local government to address these issues really does address young people's needs in ways that are meaningful to the young people themselves" (Freeman, Navin, and Sligo 2003, 56) . Wilhjelm (1995) asked this of a CRC-influenced Norwegian legislation that requires safeguarding the interests of children in planning the physical environment; however, even a legislative mandate such as this has not been able to adequately enforce the CRC's provisions on children's participation.
The role and nature of participation in promoting children's competence in understanding their worldboth their everyday and larger world-needs to be better understood (Chawla and Heft 2002) . To do this, there needs to be sustained analysis of land use decisionmaking processes that involve children. Procedures for engagement, recommended settings, duration of activities, and age-appropriate activities are all issues that will challenge the typical land use planner. The planner could find reasons for why children should participate and many creative and thoughtful ideas for how they might participate. However, each venture taken is akin to "reinventing the wheel" because of the dearth of systematic, longitudinal studies that demonstrate best practices in involving children in land use planning. There is a great need for studies that document longterm effects (both on children and on the land use planning process) of children's participation.
Although their emphasis is on examining how to solve social problems, not the involvement of youth in land use planning processes, Checkoway, Dobbie, and Richards-Schuster (2003) advocated involving youths in community evaluation research as a means of equalizing power between youths, adults, and authority figures and for understanding what kind of participation works. Goodyear and Checkoway (2003) noted that participation allows young people the opportunity to assert their political rights as they bring their youth and locale-based knowledge to bear on decision-making processes. Furthermore, Checkoway and RichardsSchuster (2003) drew on the CRC to establish the need for youth participation in community evaluation research as a means of exercising their political rights. This field has begun to explore how participatory evaluation provides opportunities for the "positive development of young participants and the empowerment of their communities" (Sabo 2003a, 5) . The benefits of youth-led research, evaluation, and planning are skill or knowledge building; leadership and relationship development; and identity formation for youth participants, organizations, and their communities (London, Zimmerman, and Erbstein 2003) . The act of collaboration in environmental, program, and organizational evaluation is mutually beneficial for practitioners, managers, evaluators, and children and aids in developing democratic citizenry skills (Lau, Netherland, and Haywood 2003; Hart and Rajbhandary 2003) . The nascent and CRC-guided field of youth participatory evaluation shows promise for framing a better understanding of the value of children's participation, although as of yet, most of the community development work in the field has been on social programs with limited focus on land use planning (Sabo 2003a , Sabo 2003b London, Zimmerman, and Erbstein 2003; Lau, Netherland, and Haywood 2003; Hart and Rajbhandary 2003; Fetterman 2003) . Auriat, Miljeteig, and Chawla (2001) discussed best practices for children's participation in development as being CRC based and as including monitoring of the child's rights and participation. They also discussed evaluation of techniques involving children, including analysis of the setting in which the participation takes place. A strong case can be made for a similarly rightsbased approach in land use planning, where best practices include a direct link between research and children's participation, particularly as shown in Hart's (1997) action research model involving children and practice. The rights-based approach clarifies the question of whether or not the child should participate by asserting his or her right to participate. A local agency planner following the rights-based approach would not be left to question whether or not children should participate but rather how children should participate.
Indeed, the most holistic of the approaches identified here is the rights-based approach, yet even that approach is rarely applied to local agency land use planning practice in the United States or internationally. As this article makes clear, consideration of children and their rights across many different land use planning processes remains elusive in the United States. Indeed, the rights of children are often overlooked in land use planning processes, even those processes that strive to represent diverse viewpoints. All that children are capable of doing is often forgotten or at least not acted upon. More research is needed to understand how the interests and rights of children might be incorporated into actual planning practice and why it is usually left out.
The CRC provides a guide for how we might achieve a process oriented toward accepting children's rightsbased participation (Hart 1997; Chawla 2002a Chawla , 2002b Bartlett et al. 1999) . The positive aspects of involving children are many: including building their skills in democratic practice, appreciating children's local expertise in their environments, and offering them "opportunities to learn lifelong habits of environmental concern and care" (Chawla 2002b ). The CRC, coupled with the existing literature on children's involvement in some planning processes, needs to be ground tested with practicing planners so that there can be a clearer understanding of how planners can routinely involve children in planning practice. Planners must implicitly take children's needs into account whenever they approach human needs. However, the rights-based approach would aid in making the consideration and participation of children more explicit, where the kind of "opportunity spaces" described by Percy-Smith and Malone (2001) become routine.
Over time, international and U.S. land use planning practices should work toward implementing policies and practices combed from the CRC literature. Chawla (2002b) calls for using both qualitative and quantitative indicators to guide policy. Her policy suggestions include institutionalization of children's participation in practice and in curriculum as well as more participatory research at the academic level and investment, particularly at the municipal level, in children's participation. Riggio (2002) offered a parallel set of measures to implement, which are the result of her experiences in the Child Friendly Cities program. Among her suggestions for making cities (including their laws, plans, and budgets) more child-friendly are further analysis of the child's place in the city and more attempts to build capacity within children to express their views (Riggio 2002) . Creating these policies and implementing these measures in the United States would be challenging but at the same time clearly denotes the direction in which we should be headed.
Involving children in land use planning processes should draw on all the approaches identified here. The following are the key elements that should be synthesized when developing a holistic and applied approach to children's participation in land use planning practice:
• From the scholarly approach: research findings regarding the capability of children to engage in complex thinking about their environments • From the practice approach: the creative methods developed, such as awarding grants as incentive to youth projects, using open space to aid children's learning of gardening and landscaping, and Youth Power's example of turning the planning process away from being developer oriented to community directed • From the educational approach: integration with the child's development and learning, such as studying the environment in service-learning school curriculum, creative methods such as role-playing (pretending to be a developer, obtaining permits), working through an RFP, or constructing model cities out of found materials • From the rights-based approach: the moralistic sense of engagement, the basis for instilling an understanding of democracy and the tools of citizenship, action research and community evaluation techniques developed to apply children's rights and create authentic participation, and policy recommendations that institutionalize children's participation
In short, through the use of the above elements, children will come to participate in more land use planning processes because (1) their abilities lend themselves to the process, (2) the process provides opportunity to them, (3) the methods of involvement are available, and (4) because it is their right.
CONCLUSION
To date, discussion of children's involvement in land use decision making only takes place in a piecemeal approach and, in practice, generally outside the United States. Planning practice and research has a great capacity for sustained discussion around comprehensive and timely topics like growth management and transportation. The lack of an extended discussion of children in land use planning practice in the United States is not a result of a systematic attempt to exclude children. Rather, this lack of discussion results from oversight and a strong cultural belief that adults know what is best for children. Children are just not often seen as citizens with rights. And, for most matters within the family, adults often do know what is best for childrenwhen it is time to go to bed, that they must go to school, and so forth. However, this does not always mean adults can predict what children most appreciate about their environment, as the examples from the scholarly approach demonstrate.
The overlooking of children's rights coupled with the many other forces that pull planners toward other interests-politics, power, time, the self (Forester 1989 )-leads to most current planning processes not directly considering children's needs or rights (especially those needs as expressed from their own points of view). However, as the CRC states and related literature reminds us, there are experiences about being a child and relating to the environment that can and should only be told by a child. Planning practice is charged with the task of helping people make decisions about how land is used. Those decisions often contain complex matrices of interests from developers, citizens, bureaucrats, and politicians. It will not be an easy task to bring children's interests and rights more forthrightly into these processes. The experiences and desires of childhood and adolescence do have much to offer planning practice, and in turn, the experience of being involved in planning practice has much to teach children about citizenship, responsibility, and participation.
